This article analyzes the topic of relational motives within the business disciplines and represents one attempt in responding to criticisms of a lacking framework capable of providing wider and more coherent understandings of relational typologies. By means of a review of the management and leadership literature and using a utility-by-motives clustering, six relational motives are identified and ordered hierarchically using a paired comparison methodology. The value of this approach for scholars and practitioners is explored and specific areas of further research are suggested.
2009). Transactional relationships are purely pragmatic or instrumental in nature; the emphasis on the tasks at hand and any considerations for relational activity are secondary at best. "You give me, I give you…" This relational motive is perhaps the most studied in the business setting because it is measurable, highly predictive, simple to implement, and can be achieved with minimal exposure or personal intrusion (longer interpersonal distances).
On the other hand, transformational relationships focus on efforts to align individual desires, values and expectations with those of an organization and are directed at how a member of the organization is "changed" to agree with a "higher" set of needs set by the organization (Coman, 2008) . Contrary to transactional motives, the transformational motives involve factors, which in order to be effective, demand commitments at deeper interpersonal levels.
Among the most illustrative applications of transformational relational motives are the personal transformation expectations in relation to an organization's desired transformation (Münner, 2007) , which requires deeper levels of personal exposure, vulnerability and commitment (closer interpersonal distances). In effect, both of these relational states-transactional and transformational --suggest different motives to reach their objectives and therefore represent from the literature two distinct relational clusters. As this example suggests, the theory of relational utility provides a means to cluster interpersonal relationships and serves as a system to form models that describe higher level views of relational dynamics based upon degrees of interpersonal distances (Hess, 2003) .
A further review of the literature reveals other relational clusters beyond just the transactional and transformational motives described above. A preliminary search of interpersonal relational modes available in a major business aggregate database yielded 18 distinct clusters, which were then used as search keywords to determine their frequency of use within the scholarly literature. Table 1 lists these relational modes in alphabetical order, along with their source and their frequency of use (number of hits within the database). For purposes of this study-and as a reduction strategy-only relational modes with 100 hits or higher were retained. In other words, six clusters were extracted from this business database for use in the current study: Assurance, Identity, Nurturing, Transactional, Transformational and Transcendental. What follows is an analysis to further explain each of these relational motives as additional clusters leading to a hierarchical model based on the utility of interpersonal distances.
Assurance Motivated Relationships
This type of relational motive pursues a sense of security, risk regulation, and a reduction of vulnerabilities (Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006) . Assurance relationships are intended to provide psychological, emotional and spiritual shelter or protection from intrusive, overwhelming, uncertain and confusing events. Assurance relationships create the "safe space" where the "seeds" of mutuality can grow with minimal interference from the perceived threats.
These relational spaces offer the opportunity "to be with…," to "not feel alone," to minimize anxiety, and to be the hands that "hold and not let fall." If transactional relationships are ground work to build trust, assurance relationships define the "playing field" of relationships that are the basis for establishing trust (Tucker, 2010) . Past research sustains that assurance relational motives seem best illustrated in the wake of workforce reductions and downsizing events (Berman, 2009; Varkkey & Kumar, 2013) . Other examples of assurance relationships in management include managing uncertainties during mergers (DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998) , handling risks for strategic alliances (Das & Teng, 1999) and in working within diverse ethnical environments (Lake & Rothchild, 1996) . In leadership, assurance relationships affect leadership effectiveness (Katz, 1977) , is a form of influence to allow leading in uncertain times (Bryan & Farrell, 2009; Gillath & Hart, 2010) and serves as a moderator of leadership trust (Trong Tuan, 2012).
Relationships Motivated by Identity
A fourth relational motive worth considering for the purpose of this study is that of identity relationships, where the objective is to engage in relational dynamics that appeal to, employ, or influence outcomes by means of identity motives (Hatch & Schultz, 2002) . The essence of this relational motive is to account for how self (personal), interpersonal and collective (teams, groups, organizations) relationships may lead to improved management and leadership processes by reaffirming identity themes (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010; Sluss & Ashforth, 2007) . In the management discipline, for instance, the emphasis on mission & vision (Cunningham, Cornwell, & Coote, 2009 ), the sustaining of organizational culture (Ashforth & Mael, 1989 ) and the personal fit within an organizational culture (O'Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991) are among the most researched topics that speak of the relevance of identity relationships at work. Likewise, identity relational motives have proven vital as a leader-follower framework for organizations (Karp & Helgø, 2009; Lührmann & Eberl, 2007) as well as for groups (Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003) . Essentially, illustrative cases where identity relational motives are used extensively within organizations are associated with managing organizational identity by means of sustaining a congruent strategic mission and vision (Ravasi & Phillips, 2011) . In addition to transactional, transformational, and assurance relational motives already discussed, appealing to identity relationships to heighten performance appears quite frequently in management and leadership research and is therefore added here as distinct relational motive.
Nurturing Motivated Relationships
Although "nurturing" does not emerge as a popular term in the management and leadership literature, relational motives that care, revitalize, encourage, support, challenge, and guide are quite abundant and yet are compatible with the definition of "nurturing". Nurturing occurs when developing communications styles, when guiding others to discover problems and opportunities for growth, as a way to become more approachable and within the organization, in situations that require flexibility, encouragement, and sympathy (Rakowski Reinhardt, 1991) . Nurturing-in this sense-is especially crucial to Human Resources Management (HRM) as a source of competitive advantage (Lengnick-Hall & Lengnick-Hall, 2003 ) and a method to augment organizational performance (Mehta, 2011) . The surest application of nurturing relational motives emerges from the mentoring processes (Pittenger & Heimann, 2000; Young, Cady, & Foxon, 2006) . Other examples of nurturing motives occur in talent management (Borrelli, 2004; Santhoshkumar & Rajasekar, 2012) , succession planning (Hewitt, 2009) , in achieving high team performance (Greenwood & Gong, 2010; Russo, 2012) , in fostering resilience (Wilson & Ferch, 2005) and in growing corporate entrepreneurship capability (Scheepers, Hough, & Bloom, 2008) . Research has also shown that nurturing relationships sustain knowledge competence within organizations (McKenzie & van Winkelen, 2004; Ribière & Sitar, 2003) , and leadership performance (Surie & Hazy, 2006) . Essentially, the topic of "nurturing" seems to appear quite frequently in the scholarly literature and is recognized as another major cluster of relational motives.
Relationships Motivated by the Transcendent
From the recently evolving field of Spirituality in the Workplace emerges another form of interpersonal relationships affecting business research, that of transcendental relationships. Although there is still much debate around the specific definition of spirituality (Freshman, 1999) , there is significant evidence in favor of understanding spirituality as a relational phenomenon (Grant, 2005) . More to the point, spirituality is considered a "relational-ideopraxis" construct, meaning it is a dynamic interplay of relationships purposely moving individuals and communities to fulfill an ideological worldview driven by transcendence (Rojas, 2005) . In fact, there are studies specifically
showing that the quality of relationships with a spiritual presence is more highly related to the quality of relationships with others than to spiritual awareness or spiritual prompting alone (Hall, Brokaw, Edwards, & Pike, 1998).
Despite some concerns regarding spirituality as a viable concept for management and leadership studies, there is research that points to the value of transcendental relationships in the business setting. For example, in an analysis of over 140 articles, Karakas (2010) found that spirituality and transcendental relationships provide workers with enhanced well-being and quality of life, a clearer sense of purpose and meaning at work, and a sense of interconnectedness and community. Other studies show spirituality as a moderator of worker attitudes (Riasudeen & Prabavathy, 2011) , a factor in leadership-commitment outcomes (Sanders, Hopkins, & Geroy, 2004) , as a valuable re-envisioning tool for organizational development and leadership (Cacioppe, 2000) , and as a means for coping with stress (Bell, Rajendran, & Theiler, 2012) . It can be argued that if business oriented discourse has-in general-underestimated relational dynamics (Fletcher, 1998) and business practice continues with a poor record of effective use of interpersonal relations at work (Meister, 2001) , then the validity of a relationally founded construct such as spirituality may very well serve as a reason to appraise and rectify these biases. Should this be the case, then transcendental motives are not only a cluster worthy of consideration in this analysis, but also may serve as an incentive to formulate models that describe higher level view of relational dynamics.
So far a scan of the management and leadership literature on interpersonal dynamics-and with the assistance of a utility-by-motive technique-it is possible to distinguish at least six clusters of relational motives, namely, the transactional, transformational, assurance, identity, nurturing and transcendental relationships. These clusters of relationships are used as the basis for composing a broader relational framework more suitable for business purposes. What follows is the rationale for aligning these clusters in hierarchical order as a possible taxonomy as an attempt to address the criticism by some researchers regarding the limited attention given to a wider and more coherent understanding of relational typologies (Clydesdale, 2009; Weymes, 2002) . 
Constructing a Hierarchy of Relational Motives
In addition to recognizing six major clusters of relational motives from canvassing the management and leadership literature, it's also possible to align these motives into a hierarchical model based upon the extent of their demand for deeper intimacies and the potential risks associated with degrees of openness that either facilitate or prevent a fuller sense of mutuality (i.e., interpersonal distance). Intimacy here refers to degrees how the "space between us" becomes a concourse for deeper connections-in-mutuality. The literature recognizes this concept as "relational distance" (Zhou, Tsang, Huang, & Zhou, 2014) and although there are multiple definitions of this concept, the relational motives presented here are more akin to what has also been defined as "social distance" (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002) , therefore makes the term easily applied to dyads, small groups and organizational research.
An interplay of relational motives and relational distance becomes possible by following research published by Josselson (1992) , in which she identifies eight primary ways in which we overcome the "space between individuals".
A similar approach was developed specifically for the business disciplines by Nuttall (2004) . Using the transactional and transformational relationships illustrated earlier as an example-while transactional motives consist of simple exchanges with minimal relational utility-transformational motives focus on efforts to align individual desires, values and expectations and therefore impose demands at deeper interpersonal levels and have a greater effect on relational utility (Coman, 2008) . The analysis of these two relational motives suggests that relational motives can be ordered hierarchically based upon their demand for deeper mutuality or social distance. In order to align these modes hierarchically using this criteria, a panel of nine experienced business executives was asked to rank each relational mode according to their perceived gradation of intimacies, from the mode that required least to the mode that required the most. As a focus group, the executives debated the relative distance for each relational mode, and after multiple iterations the resulting hierarchical model of corresponding relational distances (Hess, 2003 ) is illustrated in Figure 1 . It's essential to recognize that a hierarchical structure envisioned in this model is presented more as an organic, interconnected reality rather than a linear set of relational phenomena. As already observed in the case of transactional and transformational models of leadership, a transactional motive may also have influence on other forms of motives. Similarly, the research on Spirit at Work shows that transcendental motives have an impact on a broader gamut of relationships (Grant, 2005) . In other words, the model suggested here is not as a mechanical layering of mutually exclusive motives but what Joseph Kentenich calls an "organism of attachments" (Peters, 2010) . This interpretation is somewhat analogous to studying parts of an organism (e.g., the human body) where major organs can be studied as independent entities but at the same time, there is an understanding that each part is a vital subset of an organic whole.
Relevance of the Relational Motives Model
The hierarchy of relationships presented above offers a more coherent understanding of relational dimensions (Spreitzer, 1995) , the model presented here adds the relational motive theme with a simpler business oriented language that connects easier with past and evolving research. As another advantage, the hierarchical model in many ways-as seen above-widens the opportunities landscape for relational research in other disciplines as well. On the other hand, the interpretive construction of this model claims for more objective approaches to validate its structure while also recognizing the possibility of other relational motives, variety of ordering schemes, and entirely different approaches. Nevertheless, the cursory review of management and leadership literature presented here provides exploratory evidence to support the construction of a hierarchical model of relational motives. A review of the management and leadership research demonstrates the significance of interpersonal relationships to these fields of study, although researchers have criticized these disciplines for the limited attention given to a wider and more coherent understanding of relational typologies (Clydesdale, 2009; Weymes, 2002) . Albeit preliminary in nature, this paper represents one attempt to respond to these criticisms and demonstrate the value of seeking overarching relational frameworks capable of filling this gap in the business literature.
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